A number of studies have examined factors that influence an individual being accepted into a predoctoral internship position such as practicum experience, the interview, the type of doctoral program attended, and letters of recommendation. Rodolfa et al. (1999) , for example, detailed 36 inclusion and exclusion criteria used in the internship selection process. The current study revisits this research in order to identify changes in these criteria from the time of the original study. While a number of traditional factors remained influential to the selection process, such as the fit between applicant goals and site opportunities and supervised clinical experience, a greater emphasis on personality characteristics of the applicant was found in the current study. The top three inclusion criteria found in the present study were fit between applicant goals and site opportunities, the interview, and professional demeanor of applicant. Interview, fit, and letters of recommendation were the top exclusion criteria.
The predoctoral internship is one of the most important endeavors in psychology graduate training programs. The internship offers the student education and training in the field of psychology, with the goal being to prepare the students to practice professional psychology. The internship is the last step for students before earning their doctoral degree and entering the world of professional psychology and sets the stage for postdoctoral work and licensure. To enter into this final predoctoral stage, students must apply for and be hired by an internship site.
The Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and Internship Center (APPIC) has governed the predoctoral internship application process for nearly 40 years. Each year, APPIC facilitates a national application process that works to match students with appropriate internship sites. This application process, a standardized, computer-based procedure, which was implemented during the 1998 -1999 selection process, is referred to as "the Match." The Match provides an orderly service to both the students and the internship sites. This program works to aid applicants in obtaining internship positions of their choice, while also helping the internship sites obtain applicants of their choice. Unfortunately, during the last decade, a disturbing trend has reached crisis proportions for many involved with the predoctoral internship process.
Statistics have shown since 1999 an increasing gap between the number of internship positions available and the number of students applying for these positions Keilin, Baker, McCutcheon, & Peranson, 2007) . APPIC records show that from 1999 to 2007, the number of internship applicants participating in the Match has risen from 2,923 to 3,430, an increase of over 500. During this same time period, the number of internship positions has increased from 2,631 to 2,884, an increase of only 253, which falls well short of the increased demand for these positions. The number of unmatched applicants rose 65% from 1999 (510) to 2007 (842) .
As internship positions become harder to come by, competition for these positions becomes increasingly fierce. The question then becomes what attributes make candidates more competitive when applying for predoctoral internships? A number of attributes have been identified in previous research examining the internship selection process. These factors have included clinical practicum experience during the doctoral program (Ko & Rodolfa, 2005; Kaslow, Pate, & Thorn, 2005) , interviews with the internship site selection team (Mellot, Arden, & Cho, 1997; Hersh & Poey, 1984) , type of doctoral program attended by the student, and letters of recommendation (Mellot et al., 1997) . While each of these specific factors are, no doubt, important, Rodolfa et al. (1999) investigated 38 different criteria in order to create a more complete picture of the importance of the factors considered in the selection process. Rodolfa et al. (1999) investigated what factors make an applicant a better candidate for an internship position, as well what factors would cause an applicant to be excluded from consideration for a position. The authors sent a two-page questionnaire to 402 internship sites, of which 249 (62%) replied. Inclusion criteria were defined as variables involved in choosing interns. For the inclusion criteria, the participants were asked to rate several criteria items on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (not important) to 7 (very important). Exclusion criteria were defined as variables having some negative component that, by themselves, would ex- clude the applicant from further consideration. Examples of exclusion criteria would be if an applicant had poor grades or negative letters of recommendation. On the exclusion scale, items were checked if they were used to exclude applicants. Rodolfa et al. (1999) listed 38 such inclusion and exclusion criteria. The results indicated eight inclusion criteria with a mean rating of at least 6.0 (on the 7-point scale), which included (in descending order) fit between applicant goals and site opportunities, supervised clinical experience, completion of doctoral coursework, the interview, American Psychological Association (APA) status of doctoral program, completion of comprehensive exams or orals, professional demeanor of applicant, and letters of recommendation. We found interesting that criteria that might be expected to be rated highly, such as assessment experience (ranked 20th on the list), theoretical orientation (24), grade point average (25), publications (31), and professional presentations (34) were rated relatively low. Each of these criteria averaged a rating of less than 5.0, with publications and presentations averaging below the midpoint on the scale.
When examining exclusion criteria, Rodolfa et al. (1999) found information useful for graduate students preparing to apply for internships. Exclusion criteria were ranked according to how many internship directors endorsed the particular criteria. The highest ranked exclusion criteria were lack of APA accreditation status of the student's doctoral program and noncompletion of comprehensive exams or orals by the applicant. These criteria were followed in rank order by poor fit between applicant goals and site opportunities, applicant's noncompletion of doctoral coursework, and a small number of supervised practicum hours.
In summary, much research has been conducted regarding the internship selection process. Research regarding specific criteria such as interview, practicum experience, and assessment has provided rich but narrow information for students and faculty. Rodolfa et al. (1999) provided a broad spectrum look at many of the criterion used in the selection process. Unfortunately, no similar research has been conducted since the implementation of the Match process, which would provide vital information about how the selection process has changed since the standardization of the application procedure.
The purpose of the present study was to provide an analysis of inclusion and exclusion selection criteria used by predoctoral internship training directors when faced with an ever-increasing applicant pool. The present study provides information regarding changes that might have occurred since the implementation of the Match process. Given the increased supply demand imbalance, reexamination of factors involved in the selection process from the time of the Rodolfa et al. (1999) study serves to better inform and prepare all individuals involved in the application process including the applicants themselves, doctoral program faculty, and internship training directors.
Method Participants
The population consisted of the 610 internship sites listed in the APPIC website directory. Only the internship sites in the United States were surveyed. Internship training directors decided who at the site completed the survey. Internship sites not listed on the APPIC website were not included in the study. No direct benefits or compensation was made available to participating sites.
Of the APPIC internship sites surveyed, 118 (19.3%) responded and provided complete information. While this return rate is much smaller than that of the Rodolfa et al. (1999) investigation (62% responding), the percentages of site types that responded were roughly comparable to APPIC's reported percentages of site types in [2007] [2008] . Table 1 lists the number of site types that were included in the final analyses and APPIC's reported percentages per site type.
Given the relatively low return rate, it was important to ensure that the responses not only corresponded with APPIC percentages of site type, but also were distributed geographically and not clustered within a single geographic region. To determine geographic distribution, an individual with no knowledge of the project or its goals charted IP addresses from individual responses and recorded the state wherein the participating site was located. Determining location at the state level was deemed optimal in that appropriate geographic distribution could be determined while maintaining confidentiality of individual response. At no time during this investigation was an attempt made to associate a participating site with responses given. It was found that the sample did indeed represent a diverse geographic distribution.
Instrumentation
The survey being used in this study was a web-based survey produced using Survey Monkey software (www.surveymonkey .com). This survey included inclusion and exclusion items similar to those used by Rodolfa et al. (1999) . Additionally, all sites were asked to provide information regarding their site type (e.g., Veteran's Affairs, Child, etc.).
The inclusion criteria portion of the survey inquired about the level of importance the site places on certain applicant characteristics when making selection decisions. This inclusion criteria section required participants to rate the level of importance each criteria plays in the applicant selection procedure. Each criterion is rated on a scale from 1 (not important) to 7 (very important). Additionally, participants were asked to indicate which criteria qualify as exclusionary if an applicant does not meet a certain minimum requirement. Within the exclusion criteria section participants indicated whether they felt certain criteria qualifies as exclusionary for their internship site. For example, poor performance in an interview or poor grades could disqualify an applicant from further consideration. Qualifying exclusion criteria were indicated by a yes or no answer on the survey.
Procedure
The present study utilized a nonexperimental, survey research design. Following Institutional Review Board approval, study participants were recruited via e-mail. Upon agreeing to participate in the proposed study, participants entered the surveymonkey.com website wherein they were provided a document of informed consent. Upon agreeing to the conditions for participation detailed with the consent document, they were welcomed to the study and asked to complete the online survey. Upon completion of the survey, the participants were thanked for their time and participation. The time required to complete participation was approximately 15 minutes. Participants were made aware that completion of this study was completely voluntary and they could choose to not participate or to withdraw from participation at any time. Reminder e-mails were sent to training directors one month after the initial survey announcement in an attempt to improve return rate. While the value of this study was stressed in all communications to internship training directors, no further incentives were offered.
Results

Inclusion Criteria
In the present study, surveyed internship sites provided information regarding specific inclusion criteria. In particular, sites rated selection criteria according to the level of importance of each when considering an applicant. The top five rated inclusion criteria in the present investigation were as follows: fit between applicant goals and site opportunities (M ϭ 6.77, sd ϭ .53), the interview (M ϭ 6.65, sd ϭ .65), professional demeanor of the applicant (M ϭ 6.48, sd ϭ .68), supervised clinical experience (M ϭ 6.47, sd ϭ .79), and completion of doctoral coursework (M ϭ 6.27, sd ϭ 1.25). Means and standard deviations for all inclusion criteria are presented in Table 2 .
A general increase in importance is noticeable in the results. A series of one-sample t test procedures were conducted comparing the mean scores of each inclusion criteria statement in the present study with those found by Rodolfa et al. (1999) . One-sample t tests were chosen for comparisons due to the lack of available statistics (i.e., standard deviations) from the original article. Given the increase in family-wise error rates with multiple comparisons, a Bonferroni correction procedure was employed and the significance level was, therefore, adjusted to .001. Effect sizes were computed to provide a more accurate depiction of differences observed between findings of the current study and those of Rodolfa et al. As in the previous study, current results indicate fit between applicant's goals and site opportunities as the highest rated criteria for importance. The top three rated inclusion criteria for this study were fit, the interview, and professional demeanor of the applicant. The top three reported by Rodolfa et al. were fit, supervised clinical experience, and completion of doctoral coursework. The inclusion of the interview and the professional demeanor of the applicant in the top three criteria within the present study is reflective of an interesting trend. In the current study increased importance was indicated for criteria that reflected personality characteristics of the applicant. These criteria included fit, professional demeanor, the interview, personal characteristics, personal reactions to the candidate, and clarity of goals for the internship. All of these criteria increased in their reported level of importance as compared to the Rodolfa et al. study and all, with the exception of fit, differed significantly. Four of these criteria (interview, professional demeanor, personality characteristics of the applicant, and personal reactions to candidate) showed an increase of at least .40 on the 7-point Likert scale. See Table 2 for comparison effect sizes between the present study and the Rodolfa et al. investigation for all inclusion criteria.
Criteria that were rated surprisingly low in the Rodolfa et al. (1999) study-assessment experience, theoretical orientation, grade point average, publications, and professional presentationsremained relatively low in importance as compared to other criteria. Grade point average (4.82), publications (3.64), and presentations (4.04), however, did increase in importance from the previous study. Table 2 presents results regarding inclusion criteria used in the present study and in the Rodolfa et al. investigation and the relation between the two.
Exclusion Criteria
Surveyed internship sites provided information regarding specific exclusion criteria as well. In particular, sites rated selection criteria that would exclude the applicant from further consideration. The top five endorsed exclusion criteria are as follows: the interview (52.4%), fit between applicant goals and site opportunities (50.8%), professional demeanor of the applicant (44.9%), letters of recommendation (44.9%), and the number of supervised practicum hours (43.2%). The information presented in Table 3 includes the percentage of the internship sites that endorsed each exclusionary item.
Discussion
Inclusion Criteria
The top rated inclusion criterion was clearly fit between applicant goals and site opportunities. With a mean of 6.77, fit was found to be extremely important to all sites surveyed. This is consistent with the Rodolfa et al. (1999) findings; thus, further emphasizing the essentiality of a proper fit between applicant and site. This finding shows applicants the importance of finding appropriate internship sites, shaping their goal statements, and thorough investigation of internship sites. Also, tailoring essays to individual sites could increase the likelihood of presenting oneself as a well-fitted candidate.
Inclusion criteria that could be categorized generally as personal characteristics of the applicant, as opposed to achievements or abilities of the applicant, have shown a noticeable increase in importance. These criteria include fit between applicant goals and site opportunities, professional demeanor of the applicant, the interview itself, personality characteristics of the applicant, personal reactions to the candidate, and clarity of goals for the internship. The interview situation itself is a means for the site to determine if the applicant not only fits with the structure of the site in terms of clinical opportunities; it is a way to determine if the applicant's personality fits with the culture of the site as well (Lopez, Oehlert, & Moberly, 1996; Mellot et al., 1997) . Taking into account personality characteristics in the selection process is likely a way for internship selection committees to differentiate between applicants with similar training, education, and achievements. This is now more important than ever given the standardization of the application process through the Match procedure.
The selection criterion with the largest increase in importance was relevant work and volunteer experience. Even though supervised clinical experience has long been an important aspect of the applicant's doctoral training (Ko & Rodolfa, 2005; Kaslow et al., 2005) , it is clear that volunteer work experience is being recognized by training directors as a viable way to bolster an application. The increase in the importance of relevant professional work or volunteer experience is likely reflective of the importance of receiving additional training and experience beyond that provided by their graduate program. By receiving such additional experi- ence, the candidate is better positioned to set themselves apart from an increasingly competitive group of internship applicants. The inclusion criterion that showed the largest decrease in mean importance was the applicant's indication that the site is their first choice. The decrease in importance of this criterion along with the fact that this criterion has the lowest mean importance is likely a result of the implemented Match rule that applicants are forbidden from revealing any rank information to the internship sites to which they applied. The concerning point here is that sites still rated this criterion as important at all even though it is a blatant violation of Match protocol.
Exclusion Criteria
At first glance, it is obvious that the current study results look very little like those of the Rodolfa et al. (1999) investigation. The most often endorsed exclusion criterion in the current study was the interview. Interview, however, ranked eighth in the Rodolfa et al. study. And, like the inclusion criteria findings, those criteria relating to personal characteristics were endorsed more often in the current study as compared to the Rodolfa et al. findings. Interview, fit, professional demeanor of the applicant, personality characteristics of the applicant, and personal reactions to the applicant were all included in the top 10 most frequently endorsed exclusion criteria. This is likely due to similar forces that brought these same criteria to prominent importance in the inclusion criteria section.
There were more exclusion criteria reported by sites in the present study than in the Rodolfa et al. investigation (1999) . This is likely also due to the increased importance place on the selection process as a whole in response to the increased competition for internship positions Rodolfa, Bell, Bieschke, Davis, & Peterson, 2007) . As the number of applicants increases for each site, exclusion criteria is also likely to increase as sites are given more room to be increasingly strict in their selection methods, specifically their exclusionary methods.
Limitations
There are limitations to this study, however, that should be addressed. First, the return rate was low at only 19.3%. This return rate is similar to that found in previous research utilizing a comparable recruitment strategy (Northey, 2005) . In a study comparing various survey methodologies, a return rate of 26.2% was found for participants receiving e-mail notification of the survey. Though the proportional representations of site types in the present study reflect that of APPIC membership, the low rate of return might call into question the reliability and generalizability of the results of this study. Future research should focus on ways to increase return rate so as to provide a more accurate picture of the internship selection process. Northey (2005) suggests utilizing multiple recruitment methodologies to increase response rate such as a multimodal approach including phone contact and conventional mail to supplement e-mail contact.
Another limitation could be with the inclusion and exclusion criteria themselves. These criteria were based on the Rodolfa et al. (1999) study, which was performed nearly a decade ago and before the implementation of the Match procedure. The criteria may need to be updated, adding some criteria while eliminating others, to better reflect the current state of the internship selection process.
Conclusions
The goals of the present study have been to replicate and expand previous work examining inclusion and exclusion criteria in the predoctoral internship selection process. While some level of consistency was found with the Rodolfa et al. (1999) study, a number of differences were identified. These divergent findings may very well reflect the changing face of predoctoral training in psychology. The findings of the present study indicate that personality characteristics of the applicant might be the deciding factor that separates them from their peers in the search for increasingly Many things can be taken from this study that can benefit both internship candidates and internship and graduate program training directors. Candidates can better position themselves for increasingly competitive and limited internship placements by focusing on personality characteristics and presentation considerations previously mentioned in addition to traditional academic qualifications. Internship training directors serve to benefit in that applicants come with a more realistic view of what is being evaluated during the application process. Graduate program training directors can help students better prepare for the application process with an eye to the widening scope of inclusion criteria. Practice interviews, additional consideration of essay materials submitted, and candid feedback on interpersonal style are some ways to not only better prepare students for success in the Match process, but to enhance skills that they will carry with them into their professional careers.
